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During the interview, Applicant's representative argues that the inner holder 
of the invention does not have an annular holder. Examiners suggested to 
amend the independent claim to teach the inner holder does not have a 
holding portion at the outer circumferential edge of the front end of the 
holder as taught in instant application, wherein such proposed amendment 
may overcome the prior art rejection. With respect to part (d) of claim 1, 
examiner indicated the limitations are cited as intended use of an apparatus 
and would not be distinguishing over the prior art. 



